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Numerous profound analyses on the Gulf War were made by professionals. This writer is 
neither a political professional nor a military expert, but an observer who watched a 
tragic drama called "The Gulf War" adroitly played by skillful actors. 

The word "war" is not something new in human memories. History in the West as 
well as in the East was soaked in blood, and there were those who waged wars to get food 
and wealth, or to prevent others from gaining these essential things. There were also 
those who fought to force a certain race, thought, or civilization on others. After the 
emergence of the traditional religions, wars became "holy," and groups came to believe 
that they had a right to persecute others because they knew God's Will. 

Logically, when two groups differ on a practical subject, history stands up as a 
great umpire. We are shown that a lot of despicable adventures were damaging to those 
who sought to gain, and that War was not more than a failure. It was a failure because 
people did not find a solution less barbaric than this method of dealing with their fellow 
human beings. It was a failure of adjusting to human differences, and for leaving 
problems to inane minds. It was a failure to accept the race, culture and rights of other 
people. 

In the world of thought, pessimists argued that man would not change his 
arbitrary nature, and the matter of war was not more than a transformation from conflicts 
by axes and swords to those by "smart" missiles and atomic bombs. On the other hand, 
Utopians believed that if leaders of the world spent their money on their peoples and 
internal affairs instead of squandering wealth on destructive machines, there would be 
only pleasure and happiness in this world. Idealists advocated autocracy and 
totalitarianism (upheld by Nazis and Fascists under Hitler and Mussolini respectively), 
and for them War was good. Empiricists advocated Liberalism and tolerance, and hated 
fanaticism. American policy-makers, however, internally adopted Empiricism, and 
applied Pragmatism for their foreign policy. 

Sometimes War is not an option. When a people or a country is attacked what 
could be expected but a counterattack? What could the Russians have done when 
Napoleon marched to spoil their lives and properties? What could the Polish have done 
when German troops smashed their land? Would it have been desirable to sermon despots 
like Hitler and Mussolini, and remind them of human rights and international laws? 
Could there have been other options for colonized peoples other than military revolts to 
compel colonial powers to leave their lands? 

The world, however, witnessed two Western destructive wars (wrongly called 
World Wars since they mainly represented interests of some Western countries) which 
resulted in the death of millions of people, and destruction of cities, lands, and essential 
resources. Thus the Middle Eastern wars were not new events in this world. 

At the beginning of this decade, the world consciousness decided to shun the 
"Cold War," and welcome peace, and many leaders became hopeful of flourishing 
prosperity. But events took another course when Iraqi troops marched towards Kuwait on 
August 2, 1990. Many sane intellectuals hence began analyzing many after-pieces. Here 



we should not re-mention the dramatic events of the Gulf War, and rather hint at some of 
its geo-political dimensions. 

As a fact, modern Western Capitalism began to spread its influence over many 
parts of the world in order to challenge its ideologically strategic opponent, the 
Communism of the Soviet Union and China and their proxies. In the Middle East, the 
emergence of revolutionary regimes in Egypt, Syria and Iraq, disappointed Western 
powers, but they were temporarily soothed by the presence of Israel and their strong 
influence there. The Vietnam War was a gloomy page in American history. But an 
unexpected challenge came from the Arabian Peninsula when those nomadic rulers 
decided to stop pumping oil to the West in the 1970s. At that time, the American political 
professional, Henry Kissinger, warned the Western World from neglecting the 
importance of the Black Gold and the Gulf. Besides, the collapse of the arbitrary regime 
in Iran, and the emergence of a new vigorous state based on religion were forcing a new 
consideration by the West. The Russian invasion of Afghanistan, however, stirred up 
Western anger, and disturbed the balance of superpowers. 

The Western powers, however, decided to annihilate the Iranian ghoul, and to 
keep Egypt away from any possible conflict against Israel. By supporting Iraq, the West 
succeeded in diminishing the power of the religious state of Iran. During the Iran- Iraq 
war, Israel decided to extirpate its adversaries in Lebanon. The Americans tried to found 
a footing there, but failed after the massacre of American marines in Beirut by a suicidal 
operation. 

Look at a broader horizon. The Japanese are seriously challenging the Americans 
by their powerful economy and industry. The Europeans are planning to create a 
powerful Europe, then (probably except Britain) thinking of turning their backs on the 
US. They may be also planning to celebrate the 500 year old colonialism started by 
Columbus in 1492. (Wrongly they claim discovery of a New World since America and 
Americans were already there). Powerful Germany will play a crucial role in the 
European game. The crippled Soviet Union decided to divorce Communism and perhaps 
shake hands with the Japanese by handing over the disputed islands, providing oil, and 
importing food and technology. At this point a serious question faced the West, 
especially the US: If your devilish enemy wants to shake hands with you, what do you 
want to do with your shaky economy and dreadful weapons? The Americans, however, 
felt that they would lose a sly game if they did not make a wise and fast decision. The 
decision was to go to the Gulf. But the question was: How could this be possible? The 
best answer was: by involving the seditious Iraq in a disastrous war. British Foreign 
Secretary, Douglas Hurd, said: "One way or another we are going to prevent Iraq 
becoming a nuclear power." 

The Anglo-American directors, however, succeeded in convincing many actors of 
a new Rambo-style drama. With the blessed CNN, as we have seen, the drama was very 
vivid, exciting and joyful, and we proudly celebrated the victory of our heroes. 

The surprising things in our drama were: certain superpowers prayed for war and 
colorful flags; the United Nations was very generous in issuing sanctions; tyrannous 
rulers, who persecuted their own people, fought for justice and peace; Iraq was delusively 
described as the fourth powerful country in the world; unusual coverage and propaganda 
by powerful media; and reporters neglected the innocent blood which was shed for the 
leaders of their countries. 



What would we gain from such a war? In short, nothing, because we have no 
moral record that qualifies us to be the watchdog of this world. History has shown us that 
real progress has been through creative and caring attitudes towards humanity and not 
from temporary victory or military power. The blood of people is very valuable, not a 
suitable price for some rulers who want to keep their thrones for themselves and their 
offspring. Will the peoples of the world realize the squalid game of their powerful 
bosses? Will intellectuals and scientists stop being tools, and think of making a sincere 
"International Tribunal for War Crimes"? Will lovers of peace be able to overthrow 
homicidal rulers and prime ministers? We hope so. 

- Published in the US in 1992. 



